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PER CURI AM

M chael Gerard Brown pled guilty before a magistrate
judge to conspiracy to possess with intent to distribute fifty
grans or nore of cocaine base, in violation of 21 US. C. 8§ 846
(2000). The district court sentenced Brown to 168 nont hs, foll owed
by five years of supervised rel ease. Brown appeal s his conviction.

Counsel has filed a brief in accordance with Anders v.
California, 386 U S. 738 (1967), raising one issue but stating
that, in his view, there are no neritorious grounds for appeal
Brown was inforned of his right tofile a pro se supplenental brief
and has failed to do so. Finding no reversible error, we affirm

Counsel questions whether the magistrate judge properly
conducted the Fed. R Crim P. 11 coll oquy. Qur review of the
record |eads us to conclude that there is no plain error in the

pl ea proceeding. See United States v. Martinez, 277 F. 3d 517, 524-

25 (4th Gr. 2002) (discussing standard of review). The magistrate
judge fully conplied with the mandate of Rule 11 in accepting
Brown’s guilty plea, and wi thout a request fromBrown for revi ew of
the Rule 11 hearing, the district court did not err by failing to

conduct a de novo review of that hearing. See United States V.

Gsborne, 345 F.3d 281, 288 (4th Cr. 2003) (holding that taking a
guilty plea is permssible as “additional duty” for nmagistrate
judge and that de novo review by district court is not required

unl ess parties so denand).



As required by Anders, we have exam ned the entire record
and find no neritorious issues for appeal. Accordingly, we affirm
Brown’ s conviction and sentence. This court requires that counsel
informhis client, inwiting, of his right to petition the Suprene
Court of the United States for further review If the client
requests that a petition be filed, but counsel believes that such
a petition would be frivol ous, then counsel may nove in this court
for leave to withdraw fromrepresentation. Counsel’s notion nust
state that a copy thereof was served on the client.

We dispense with oral argunent because the facts and
| egal contentions are adequately presented in the materials before

the court and argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.
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